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LONDON, SEPTEMBER 23, 1876, 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir was ANNOUNCED on Tuesday last that Mr. Baron 
Huddleston would sit in Vice-Chanecllor Malins’ court 
poth on Tuesday and Wednesday next. 





Taz case or The Glannibanta (24 W. R. 1033) is 
worth noticing for the way in which the Court of Appeal 
has disposed of a singular rule at one time enunciated 
with reference to admiralty appeals. In The Julia (14 
Moo, P. C. 210) the Judicial Committee, seized with an 
overpowering sense of its own deficiencies, and aiso 
alarmed with the large number of collision cases with 
which it might be inundated, announced that, as the 
judge of the Admiralty Court must acquire a knowledge 
and experience to which the judges of the appeal court 
could not pretend, whenever in the Court of Admiralty 
there was conflicting evidence, and the judge of that 
court, having had the opportunity of seeing the witnesses 
and observing their demeanour, had come, on the balance of 
testimony, toa clear and decisive conclusion, the Judicial 
Committee would not be disposed to reverse such decision 
wa. in case of extreme and overwhelming pressure. 
In The Alice (17 W. R. 209, L. R. 2 P. C. 245), the 
Judicial Committee again intimated that, although they 
did not mean to lay down an absolute rule, they would 
abide by that formerly announced, except in cases where 


there was “ evidence overpowering in its effect on our 
judgment with reference to the incredibility of the wit- 
nesses.” This rule—which amounts pro tanto to an abdi- 
cation of the functions of the court of appeal—was 
cited in The Glannibanta as of general application, 
ad the Court of Appeal was urged to decline to 


weigh the conflicting evidence for itself. This notion 
was speedily disposed of by learned judges less 
painfully conscious of deficiencies than their brethren of 
the Privy Council. As Sir R. Baggallay most properly 
sald, the parties to the cause are entitled, as well on a 
question of fact as on questions of law, to demand 
the decision of the Court of Appeal, and that 
court cannot excuse itself from the task of weigh- 
ing conflicting evidence and drawing its own in- 
ferences and conclusions ; though it should always bear 
in mind that it has neither heard nor seen the witnesses, 
and should make due allowance in this respect; but as 
did not appear from the judgment that the judge of 
the Admiralty Court proceeded at all upon the demeanour 
ormanner of the witnesses, the Court of Appeal had no 
in reversing his decision. It seems to us that 

4 great deal too much importance has been ascribed to 
the demeanour of witnesses. It is material, of course ; 
but often misleading. Kmbarrassment and hesitation 
more often arise from nervousness than dishonesty, 
ida collected and apparently open manner of giving 
is perfectly consistent with the grossest per- 





Ir 1s Nor UNNATURAL to exalt a dignity which is about 
to become extinct. Under the provisions of the Judi~ 
cature Act, Sir J. W. Huddleston is in the melancholy 
position of “the last of the barons”; can it be for 
this reason that in the recent order as to vacation 
sittings the usual prefix is omitted, and he is styled 
“Baron Huddleston”? It is surely a little hard 
on the judges of the Queen’s Bench and Common 
Pleas Divisions that they should remain plain Mr. 
Justices, while their brethren of the old Court of 
Exchequer assume the lofty dignity enjoyed by Baron 
Grant and various eminent foreign nobles. If we drop 
the prefix “ Mr.” in the case of the barons, why not in 
the case of the justices? But then we shall arrive at 
this singular state of things: that while at least one 
county court judge calls himself “Judge ,” the 
judges of the High Court will share with the magis- 
trates the designation of “Justice.” In early times 
the terms “justicier” and “baron” appear to have 
been used interchangeably, and it was not till the 
18th of Henry IIL. that judges were specially ap- 
pointed for the Exchequer. Each of these function- 
aries was assigned to sit “ tanquam baro” ; and, according 
to Mr. Foss, no Lord Chief Baron was appointed before 
the reign of Edward II. For along period the baroas 
were not men of legal education, but were mostly pro- 
moted from minor offices in the Exchequer department. 
Thus in the Statute of Nisi Prius (14 Ed. 3, c. 16) the 
Nist Prius is granted to the Lord Chief Baron only 
in the absence of the justices of the two benches and 
if he bea man of law, and the ordinary barons were 
never judges of assize unless they were serjeants, or had 
been transferred from the other courts. Their inferior 
rank is evident from the fact that in the reign of 
Richard II. the Lord Chief Baron wore the same robes 
as the puisne judges of the other courts, while no 
mention is to be found of the dress of the junior barons, 
who, according to Sir John Fortescue, received, on 
the creation of a serjeant, rings of less v.lue than those 
given to the other judges. In the reign of Henry VIII. 
the barons appear to have acquired greater position and 
dignity ; they had frequently been members of an Inn of 
Court, and in some cases had been appointed readers. 
At length, in the 21st of Elizabeth, their judicial 
position was finally established, for in that year Mr. 
Baron Shute’s patent provided that he should “be re- 
puted and be of the same order, rank, estimation, dignity, 
and pre-eminence to all intents and purposes as any 
puisne judge of either of the two other courts.” From 
this time forth all the barons were previously appointed 
serjeants, and discharged the duties of judges of assize. 
The relative precedence of the puisne judges of the old 
common law courts was regulated in the reign of James 
I., and they took precedence inter se from the‘r first 
appointment to the bench, irrespective of the court to 
which they belonged. It was not till the eighteenth 
century that they were accustomed to be addressed on 
the bench as “My lord,” and it seems impossible to 
ascertain when the courtesy appellation of the “ Hon. 
Mr. Justice” or the “ Hon. Mr. Baron” first came into 
use, 





Ir WILL BE REMEMBERED that in June last the House 
of Commons (on the motion of Mr. Cross) appointed a 
select committee “to inquire whether it may be ex- 
pedient to render masters liable for injuries occasioned 
to their servants by the negligent acts of certificated 
managers of collieries, managers, foremen, and others to 
whom the general control and superintendence of work- 
shops and works is committed, and whether the term 
‘comon employment’ mcould be defined by legislative 
enactment more clearly than it is by the law as it at 
present stands.” Owing to the late period of the 
session at which the committee were appointed they 
were unable to make very much progress with their 
duties, and they have presented a report setting out such 
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evidence as they were able to take, and recommending a 
further investigation of the subject during the ensuing 
session. The evidence given is that of seven witnesses, 
who may be classified as representing the masters’ 
interest, the workmen’s interest, and the opinion of the 
legal profession. The representatives of the views of 
the workmen before the committee were Messrs. G. 
Howell, H. Broadhurst, and F. W. Evans. The two first- 
named advocate a sweeping change in the law by the 
abolition of all distinction between liability for an 
accident caused to a workmanin the employ of the 
defendant and for an accident caused to a stranger, 
and the adoption of the provision in the Bill which 
was introduced by Mr. Macdonald, that in actions for 
damages in respect of loss of life or bodily injury it 
should be no defence that the injured person was 
employed in a common employment with the person 
whose negligence caused the injury or loss of life, or 
that the risk wes knowingly incurred by the person 
killed or injured in the course of his employment; 
and they would make negligence on the part of 
the injured person, if materially contributing to the 
injury, the only possible defence to the action. Mr. 
F. W. Evans’s evidence is of interest, as coming 
from a representative of the general body of railway 
servants. He protests strongly against the doctrine of 
“common employment” laid down in Waller v. The 
South-Eastern Railway Company (11 W. R. 731, 2 
H. & C. 102), Morgan v. The Vale of Neath Railway 
Company (13 W. R. 1031, 5 B. & S. 570), and other cases 
where railway servants or their families have failed to re- 
cover compensation from the companies for injury or 
death caused in the course of their employment. He 
instances the case of a guard killed or injured through 
the negligence of an engine driver, and contends thatin 
euch a case there is in reality no common employment, 
since the two servants, though paid by the same com- 
pany, belong to two separate departments and are under 
the direction of distinct superintending officers. Mr. Evans 
adds an expression of his dissatisfaction with the mode 
in which juries deal with such cases; and he would 
bave compensation claims by workmen dealt with, either 
by the appointment of an assessor by each party with 
a county court judge for umpire, or by establishing a 
fixed scale of damages, to be fixed by actuaries. Itis to 
be hoped that, in the event of a renewal of this investiga- 
tion, steps will be taken to obtain more evidence as to the 
views of the general body of masters. The only employer 
ef labour examined before the committee was Mr. 
Benjamin Hannen, who came at a few hours’ notice to 
express the views of the Builders’ Society. As may be 
imagined, his views are diametrically opposed to those of 
the witnesses already quoted. He does not wish the 
rule of law as to common employment to be relaxed, and, 
20 far from being prepared to inerease the liability of a 
master for the acts of his foreman, he eeems to think that 
the doctrine of principal and agent, in actions for 
negligence, has been carried too far even in the case of 
actions by strangers. 





Tuurr uruerns of the legal profession gave evidence on 
the subject before the select committee. Mr. Joseph 
Brown, (.C., does not desire any change of the rule of law 
as between the employer andthe employed. He foresees 
great difficulties in the interpretation of any statutory 
definition of the term “common employment,” and he 
thinks the existing rule (which is consistent with the 
doctrines of both the French and the American 
tribunals) both sound in principle and practically as 
satislactory as any substitute that could be suggested. 
If any alteration at all should be made, Mr, Brown 
would confine it to a single enactment, making a master 
liable for the defaults of any manager, overseer, director, 
ox other perton having similar control over workmen, 
He appears, however, to look u the whole doctrine of 
w master’s liability for the negligence of a servant in the 





—— 
course of his employment as a sort of excrescence upg 
the law founded upon Lord Holt’s decision in tj, 
Anonymous case (1 Raym. 739), for which no reasons gn 
given in the report of the case. Mr. Ibert, of the, 
bar, who, about five years ago, was engaged by the Boag 
of Trade to draw up a sort of digest of the law on thiy 


subject, was also called as a witness; and he gives thy | 


committee an abstract of the English cases 
Priestley v. Fowler (3 M. & W. 1). He thinks that th 
exception engrafted on the principle qui facit per alium 
JSucit per se in the case of injuries to servants o 
not to continue, but he appears to foresee much diffici 
in arriving at a practicable solution of the problem; hg 
is disposed to leave the term ‘‘common employment” 
to be defined by the jury, and he would throw on th 
defendant employer the burden of proving that he 
had exercised due precautions, but he is at the sam 
time in favour of a system of special contract betwee, 
employers and employed, though he admits that such, 
practice might possibly lead to recklessness on both 
sides. Evidence was also given by Mr. R. 8. Wright, 
who has been consulted in the drafting of several Bills 
upon this subject. He expresses himself as dissatisfiej 
with the existing law, and makes the suggestion that 
the employer should be generally liable for the acts of 


all persons whom he employs in a position of superin. | 


tendence ; for the acts of all inferior workmen not op. 
operating in the same act as the person injured, and 
for the non-observance of statutory regulations ; but that 
he should be still protected in the case of menial 
servants, and in cases of wilful opening of safety lamps 
in mines, and in similar exceptional instances. At the 
same time Mr. Wright would have a limitation of 
liability like that established by the Merchant Shipping 
Acts, and he sees no objection to allowing the workman 
to contract himself out of the statutory provisions. The 
question is one which, in some aspects, is outside the 
range of a legal journal, but we may hereafter recur to 
the consideration of some of the legal points involved, 





CoMPLAINTS HAVE AGAIN APPEARED in the daily papem 
about the condition of matters at the common lay 
chambers. A “Bedford-row Solicitor” affirms that 


“the discomfort, noise, and struggling to obtain ones” 


right place must be felt and seen to be rightly estim 
ated,” and he adds, that on a recent occasion Mr. Baron 


Huddleston ‘‘ sat till six p.m., and if he got through his ” 


entire list, did so only with very great effort’; a phrase 
which means, of course, that the time and attention 
devoted to each matter was extremely limited. Th 
evil is the more grievous because the remedy is so simple, 


If two judges always sat at chambers there would soon” 


be an end to the complaints which periodically arise. 








Mr. George Everest, after a service of fifty-five yams he 


resigned his position as chief clerk of the crimina 

of the Home Office. Mr. John Streatfeild, senior clerk is 
the Home Office, has likewise tendered bis resignation, aller 
a service extending over forty years, and it has 
accepted. Mr. F.8. Leslie, the chief clerk, has resi; 
He has been in the public service over forty years. It 


understood that Mr. Alex. Maconochie will succeed to the 


post vacated by Mr. Everest. 


Regulations have been issued at Brisbane for a parle 
mentary shorthand cadet class. For a fee of ten guinesss 
ear a certain number of cadets, who are to be nominated. | 
by the Premier and Speaker, will have the Lik p oo 


learning the practice of shorthand from the pri 

hand writer to the Legislative Assembly, who 
come from Englai 
those candidates who join for the express purpose of 


patemeateny eapertens ; and upon their attaining +‘ 
n . 


ficiency the Speaker may select two or more of th 
for erty at « gradually increasing salary, 
at £100 » yoar. 





of 
Ea ly 
nd. Preference will at first be given ™ | 
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LEGISLATION OF THE YEAR. 
I. 
Sramps on Sea Insurance Poticies. 
dar. 6.—An Act to amend the Law relating to the Stamp- 
ing of Policies of Sea Insurance. 

Tus short Act is the result of the judicial criticisms 
on legislation uttered in the case of Sassoons v. Harris, 
early in the present year. It will be remembered that 
the plaintiffs in that case had insured a valuable cargo 
owned by more persons than one, having separate and 
distinct interests. Under 30 & 31 Vict. c. 23, schedule 
B, “if the separate and distinct interests of two or 
more persons shall be insured by one policy for a 
voyage or for time, then the duty of 3d., or the duty of 
$d, or 6d., as the case may require, shall be charged 
thereon in respect of any full sum of £100, and every 
fractional part of £100 thereby insured npon any sepa- 
‘ate or distinct interest”; and by section 9, no policy 
shall be pleaded or given in evidence unless duly 
stamped; and a policy is prohibited from being stamped 
after it is signed or underwritten.. In Sassoons v. 
Harris the policy was duly stamped ‘on the aggregate 
amount, but the sum paid for stamp duty was a few 
shillings less than it should have been under the above 
provision; hence, the policy could not be pleaded or 
given in evidence. The present Act provides (section 2) 
that section 16 of the Stamp Act, 1870, which enables 
certain instruments to be stamped after execution, shall 
apply to a sea insurance policy, the penalty payable 
m stamping being £100. And section 1 enables such 
a policy as that in Sassoons v. Harris to be stamped 
with an additional stamp at any time within one month 
after the last risk has been declared. 


Drvueere or ANIMALS. 
Gur, 13—An Act to prevent the Administration of 
Poisonous Drugs to Horses and other Animals. 
‘Tus object of this Act was explained by the Marquis of 
Huntly in the House of Lords to be to prevent wag- 
oners and grooms from administering poisonous drugs 
Yorthe purpose of improving the coats of the horses 
wider their charge, and so saving themselves labour in 
grooming. It was stated that heavy losses had been 
sustained by farmers and others in the Midland counties 
through this practice, and the interposition of the Legis- 
was besought to continue the work commenced by 
26 & 27 Vict. c. 103, of protecting the owners of horses 
and cattle against the acts of their grooms or servants, 
The Act recites that “it is expedient to make pro- 
vision against the practice of administering poisonous 
to horses and other animals by disqualified (sic) 
petsons, and without the knowledge and consent of 
Owners of such horses and animals,” and pro- 
vides that “if any person wilfully and unlawfully 
ministers to any horse, &c., any poisonous or injurious 
drug he shall (unless some reasonable cause or excuse is 
on his behalf) be liable, on suinmary conviction, to 
Penalty not exceeding five pounds, or, at the discretion 
court, to imprisonment,” &c.; but (section 2) 
mothing in the Act is to ‘extend to any person being 
ner, or acting by authority of the owner of the horse, 
Mey to which any drug or substance is administered.” 
oaecure a conviction, it will have to be shown that 
Polsonous drug was “wilfully and unlawfully” 
ministered—does this mean it must be shown that 
frvant administered it knowing it to be poisonous 
lurious P 
Cup Partition, 
»17.—An Act to amend the Partition Act, 1868, 
is Act, which applies (section 2) to pending as well as 
Aotions for partition, enables the court, in certain 
to dispense with service of notice of tho decree, 
: motion 9 of the Partition Act, 1868, it is provided 
All persons who, if this Act had not been passed, 





would have been necessary parties to the suit, shall be 
served with notice of the decree or order on the hearing, 
and after such notice shall be bound by the proceedings 
as if they had been originally parties to the suit.” It 
has often happened that the persons thus required to be 
served are out of the jurisdiction, or cannot be found, 
and the partition action has, in consequence, been hung 
up. The present Act (section 3) empowers the court, 
where it is shown that this is the case, on the request of 
any of the parties interested in the property, to dispense 
with service, and, instead of it, to direct advertisements 
to be published calling upon persons claiming to be in- 
terested to come in and establish their claims in cham- 
bers within a specified time; and that after that time 
all persons who shall not have come in shall be bound 
by the proceedings in the action; the provisions of the 
Trustee Act, 1850, are to apply to their interests in the 
property, and the court is empowered to direct a sale of 
the property. 

Section 4 provides for the proceedings subsequent to 
sale, where service has been dispensed with. The pro- 
ceeds are to be paid into court to abide the further order 
of the court, and a time is to be fixed, at the expiration 
of which they will be distributed, notices being given by 
advertisements, or otherwise, of the fact of the sale, the 
time of the intended distribution, and the time within 
which a claim to participate in the proceeds mast be 
made. If, at the expiration of the time so fixed, the 
interests of all the persons interested have been ascer- 
tained, the court will distribute the proceeds in accord- 
ance with the rights of those persons; but if, at the 
expiration of the time so fixed, the interests of all the 
persons interested have not been ascertained, a discretion 
is given to the court, if it appears that they cannot be 
ascertained, or cannot be ascertained without ex- 
pense disproportionate to the value of the property 
or of the unascertained interests, to distribute the proe 
ceeds with or without reservations in favour of any other 
persons (whether ascertained or not) who may appear, 
from the evidence before the court, to have any prima 
facie rights which ought to be provided for, although 
such rights may not have been fully established, but to 
the exclusion of all other persons. But notwithstanding 
the distribution, any excluded person is enabled to ree 
cover from any participating person any portion received 
by him of the share of the excluded person, and it is pro- 
vided (section 5) that where in an action for partition 
two or more sales are made, if any person who has been 
excluded from participation in the proceeds of any of 
those sales establishes his claim to participate in the 
proceeds of a subsequent sale, the shares of the other 
persons interested in the proceeds of the subsequent sale 
shall abate to the extent (if any) to which they were 
increased by the non-participation of the excluded person 
in the proceeds of the previous sale, and shall to that 
extent be applied towards payment to that person of the 
share to which he would have been entitled in the 
proceeds of the previous sale if his claim thereto had 
been established in due time. These precautions seem 
to be ample to protect the interests of the parties on 
whom notice of the decree has not been served, and we 
anticipate that the Act will be a valuable supplement 
to the Act of 1868. MA 

Section 6, we believe, owes its origin to a decision of 
Tord Selborne, when sitting for the Master of the Rolls, 
that a married woman who requests a sale must be 
separately examined, and to the case of Drinkwater v. 
Ratcliffe (24 W. R. 25, L. R. 20 Eq. 528), where the 
present Master of the Rolls held that a part owner 
under disability cannot give a valid undertaking to buy. 
The section referred to provides that a request for sale 
may be made, or an undertaking to purchase given, on 
the part of a married woman, infant, person of unsound 
mind, or person under any other disability, by the next 
friend, guardian, committee in lunacy (if so authorized 
by order in lunacy), or other person authorized to act on 
behalf of the person under such disability. 
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AN ENGLISH EVIDENCE CODE. 


Tue third chapter of Mr. Stephen’s book is occupied 
with “hearsay evidence,” and, like chapter 2, consists of 
a rule and exceptions; the rule being, that statements 
made by persons not called as witnesses are not to be 
“yegarded as relevaut to the truth of the matter 
asserted thereby” (article 14); and the exceptions being 
enumerated under various heads which are afterwards 
further developed. The first of these exceptions is 

“‘ admissions ”’ (articles 15 —24), and here we first meet 
with a definition of the term (article 16):—* An admission 
is a statement, oral or written, suggesting any inference 
as to any fact in issue or relevant fact unfavourable to 
the conclusion contended for by the person by whom or 
on whose behalf the statement is made”; to which is 
added, “‘ Every admission is (subject to the rules herein- 
after stated) a relevant fact as against the person to 
whom it is unfavourable.” In this definition Mr. 
Stephen appears anxious to recognize the two elements 

implied in the common as well as in the technical use of 
the word. These are, first, that an admission is a 
statement made by the person against whom it is offered 
in evidence, or by some one for whose statements he is, 
by virtue of some relationship between them, answer- 
able; and, second, that it is a statement of something 
injurious to the case of that person. The definition re- 
cognizes these two elements, but it fails to represent 
correctly the relation between them. For all evidence 
which is offered by the one party against the other is, 

or is at least intended and supposed to be, unfavourable 
to the party against whom it is offered. But what is 
really characteristic of an admission is that, without 
calling him, the one party makes the other, or some one 
for whose statements he is answerable, or whose interest 
is identical with his own, a witness for him. The rules 
of evidence are for the protection of each party against 
the reception of improper evidence against him. If his 
adversary chose to make him a witnessin his own favour 
there would be no reason on his part for objecting ; but 
naturally his adversary does not do so. He will, however, 
as naturally object, if possible, to be made a witness 
against himself without being called; and what enables 
his adversary to do so in spite of his objection is that he 
has himself furnished the weapon with which he is 
attacked. Whatis characteristic, therefore, of an ad- 
mission is not that element which it has in common 
with all the evidence tendered by his adversary, but that 
which is peculiar to it, namely, that it is furnished by 
himself. The latter element should, therefore, occupy 
the first place; the former should occupy the second 
place, or rather, indeed, does not require to be noticed 
at all. Weshould therefore suggest that an admission 
would be more appropriately defined (if, indeed, any de- 
finition is needed) as “ a statement, oral or written, as to 
a fact in issue or relevant fact made by a party to an 
action, or by a person deemed to be entitled to make 
such statement on his behalf. An admission is a rele- 
vant fact as against such party.” We venture to think 
that (with the proper subsequent amplification, which is 
equally necessary with Mr. Stephen’s definition) this 
sentence contains a perfectly correct and sufficient state- 
ment of the law, and, if so, any addition to it must be 
superfluous. 

But it would then be necessary to amplify the words 
describing the person by whom such statements may 
be made, which we should expect to see effected in some 
such mode as this: “a perty means, &.”; “the follow- 
ing persons are persons deemed to be entitled to make a 
statement on behalf of a party, &c.,” with correspond- 
ing negatives. Such an arrangement is, as we have 
already pointed out, equally necessary with the defini- 
tion given in article 15, and the necessity is recognized 
by Mr. Stephen in the following articles, but in a way 
which seems both perplexed and inaccurate. For, in the 
first place, after using in the definition the words “on 





es i 
whose behalf,” that phrase is entirely dropped in the. 
following articles, so that the verbal connection is miggeq. 


and in the next place the two sets of persons are mixeg 
up indiscriminately, owing to the author not pro 


by division of admissions according to the persons 


making them. Thus article 16 runs: “ Admig 
sions may be made—by any party to any action, 


whether substantial or nominal; by any person whoy | 
though nota party, &c.” ; after which the article goes. 
back again to statements by a party, and then again ty | 
Surely it would be | 


statements by persons not parties. 
far simpler to proceed thus (combining the first and third 


clauses) : ‘‘ A party to an action means any party, whether - 


substantial or nominal; but where a party sues orig 
sued in a representative character such admission must 
be made whilst he sustains that character”; and they 
to enumerate the matters of the rest of this and of the 
following articles under the head, “ The following persons. 
are deemed persons entitled to make a statement op 
behalf of a party ”’ 

But in saying this we must not be understood a 
accepting the description of such persons contained in 
article 16, for we there find, to our surprise, that not 
only persons having a substantial interest in the event of 
any action, but all persons “ privy in law, in blood, orin 
estate, to any party thereto,” are persons who may 
“ make admissions,’ and whose statements are therefor 
relevant as against the party to whom they are sore 
lated. Put in this general way the statement is 
astounding that we cannot even understand it; and, nob 


knowing what the author intends, will not venture 


criticize it. This only is clear: that the nature of the 
interest or relationship which will make the statements 


of persons who are not parties receivable in evidence, | 


is very inadequately described. A similar carelessness, 
though not an equal error, distinguishes the final clause 
of the article, which requires the statement made by “a 
person interested in an action or bya privy toa party” 
to be made “during the continuance of the interet 
which entitles him to make it,” where we must under 
stand the words “ or privity” after the word “ interest” 

A similar want of clearness and neatness in the dis 
tribution characterizes the following articles—17, 1 


and 19; and the 17th has, besides, a most singular © 


error. It runs thus:—“Statements by strangers ton 


action are not relevant as against the parties, exceptia | 
the cases mentioned in this article and in article 19”; 
although admissions by strangers to the action have | 
already been declared in previous articles to be, i | 


various cases, relevant. 


But article 19 opens up to us a new difficulty, which | 
leads us back again to a consideration of the definition 


clause. By that clause “action” is defined as meant 


“any judicial proceeding, whether civil or criminal” | 
The choice of the word “action” instead of the wider 


term ‘‘proceeding,’ which would have 


no definition, is, for that reason, not” happy; | 


but if it is adopted it is at least unnecessaly 
to add to the word “action” the words “or pre 
ceeding” in article 19. But this unhappy choice ha 
produced graver results, for, naturally enough, Me 
Stephen has forgotten that, in speaking of “ actiomt 
he is, by his definition, speaking, not only of civil, bub @ 
criminal proceedings, to which that term is, in pracht 
never applied. He has thus made the whole of the 
articles as to admissions applicable to criminal proceed 
ings, and now, in article 21, he proceeds to deal 
“ confessions,’ which are admissions, and are A 
described by him, as though nothing had been 
which would include them. This is certainly a cog@® 
illustration of the danger which we pointed out # 
using a word in an arbitrary sense, and which isa 
well illustrated by the recent case of Lindsay v. 0 

(L. R.1Q. B. D, 348), and the observations of Bia 
burn, J. (p. 358). It is certainly right that the rules # 
to confessions in criminal cases should occupy 9 sim 
place, but this end must be effected by proper meal ” 
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The rules as to confessions occupy articles 21—24, 
gnd again commence with a definition—article 21— 
runs thus: “A confession is an admission made 





ceeding- time by a person charged with a crime, and sug- 
persons. part the eden that he committed the crime. 
‘ Admig. Confessions, if voluntary, are relevant facts as against 
action, #E the persons who make them.” Now, if a person found 
on Who; HM in the possession of stolen goods gives a false account 
cle goes. TR ot how he became possessed of them, this is a confession 
again to. within the terms of the definition, for ic is a statement 
ould be made by the party as to a relevant fact, and it “sug- 
nd third the inference”’ that he stole the goods. But is it 
whether: sconfession? Clearly not. These unusual, not to say 
es or ig pedantic, expressions are sure to lead to trouble. A con- 
on must fession is commonly supposed to be a confession of the 
nd then crime charged, not something “ suggesting an inference ” 
dof the that the party committed it. Mr. Stephen would per- 
’ persons. haps reply that, after all, the conclusion of criminality 
nent on is only an inference; this may be true, but who would 
venture to say that the pbrase used conveys a clear or 
stood ag even a correct description of a direct confession of the 
ined in crime? Persons accustomed to the ordinary use of lan- 
that not HAE guage would rather say that the words were used for the 
eventot Hi very purpose of excluding such a direct confession ; and, 
od, orin TM 4s matter of fact, it is clear, from the instances given 
rho may above, that this effort after a kind of scientific phrase- 
herefore ology which departs alike from ordinary language and 
re Some from the phraseology of law leads to confusion and 
ot is so emor. Moreover, in article 23, we come to rules as to 
and, nob: admissions which are not, in the accepted sense of the 
nture to word, confessions. This article further omits to notice 
e of the that cases exist in which evidence given under compul- 
atements TE sion may be used against the prisoner—a fact which, if 
evidenct, HME noticed, would break in upon the absolute rule laid down 
lessness, that a confession (as here defined) must, in all cases, be 
ul claue voluntary. There is no need to define a confession, and 
le by “& TM article 21 might be wholly omitted if a very few apt 
party words were inserted in the articles regulating the admis- 
interest sibility of confessions. 
; under. Articles 25—-31 relate to declarations by deceased per- 
nterest, sons, and strike us as being in general accurate, full, 
the dis- and clear. But we would make two observations. 
-17, 1, First, in article 28, which relates to declarations against 





interest, we find this clause :-—* A statement made by a 
declarant holding a limited interest in any property 
against the interest of the reversioner therein is not a 

ion against proprietary interest within the mean- 
ing of this article’’; the illustration given being that an 
admission by a tenant for a term, though relevant against 
his successor in the term, is not so against the reversioner. 
But the article has spoken expressly of the proprietary 
interest as being the interest of the person making the 
statement; the phraseology is surely therefore strange, 
for, according to its terms, this supposed exception 
cannot be within the rule, since the statement is not 












needed HM alleged to be against the interest of the person making it, 
M+ Tie but against the interest of some other person, and, con- 

Be sotently with the terms of the clause, might be in his 

or pth HAM own favour. But, further, the rule would shut out the 





statement mentioned in the illustration from being evi- 
dence against the successor in the term, or even against 
the person making it; for all that is required to shut it 
out is that it shall be against the interest of the re- 
Yersioner ; and it is against his interest. In truth, how- 
ever, the matter of this clause belongs to the head of 
n, which, as we have pointed out, is deficient in 
what relationship of interest will entitle one 
Petton to make a statement which will be evidence against 
» The illustration belongs in part to the affirma- 
and in part to the negative clauses, which should be 
» but are not. 
second observation applies to article 30 (declara- 
mM 88 to public and general rights) and article 31 (de- 
bn as to pedigree), At the close of article 31, 
wr stating certain conditions under which declarations 
Pbe given in evidence, it is added, as to the last, 















and general rights or customs, and matters of interest,” 
where we suppose the words “ publie or general” have 
slipped out before “ interest.’’ *But article 30, which re- 
lated to those matters, gives no hint of, or reference to, 
such a condition. Surely this is a poor economy of 
words ? 

The third head of this chapter (articles 32—34) com- 
prises ‘“‘ Evidence given on a Former Occasion ” ; and here 
we are again confronted with that question which we have 
already referred to—On what footing are depositions to be 
treated? Are they oral or documentary evidence? 
The three articles in question are headed respectively 
“Evidence givenin Former Proceeding” ; “ Depositions 
before Magistrates” (under 11 & 12 Vict. c. 42, s. 17); 
“Depositions under 30 & 31 Vict. c. 35, s. 6” (for the 
perpetuation of testimony in criminal cases). Here we 
find two articles, and, as will shortly appear, part of a 
third, relating to evidence which has been recorded, and 
can only be given by means of that record, classed toge- 
ther with oral evidence in such a way as to make it 
difficult to say whether it is regarded as oral or docu- 
mentary. In our view it has rather the character of 
oral than of documentary evidence, but would be most 
conveniently classed by itself in the way we have indi- 
cated. This, however, is a matter of opinion, but the 
point we have now to notice can hardly be considered as 
a point open to any doubt. The 32nd article, headed 
‘“‘Evidence given in Former Proceedings,” applies (under 
the interpretation of that most inapt term “ action”) to 
criminal as well as to civil proceedings, and here a 
variety of the same error occurs which met usin the 
articles as to admissions and confessions. There rules 
were laid down asto admissions which, by force of the 
interpretation clause, were applicable to criminal cases, 
and which were afterwards, by implication from the 
articles as to confessions, limited to civil cases. Here, 
on the other hand, the provisions of the article are 
deliberately extended to both alike, and the result is 
that law is laid down with respect to criminal cases 
which, to say the least, is not warranted by authority, 
and is, we cannot doubt, erroneous. It is stated that 
“evidence given by a witness in a previous action (which 
includes any criminal proceeding) is relevant for the 
purpose of proving the matter stated in a subsequent 
action (that is, criminal proceeding)” under certain 
conditions. Now, all the cases in which such evi- 
dence has been allowed in criminal cases, as we believe, 
and certainly all those cited by Mr. Stephen, are cases of 
depositions taken before coroners, or before magistrates 
previous to 11 & 12 Vict. c. 42; and what has been ad- 
mitted in evidence has been the deposition so taken and 
recorded. It needs, therefore, some authority to show 
that a bystander would be permitted on a criminal 
trial to prove that a witness stated something before a 
coroner or magistrate which did not appear upon the 
depositions, or that anything at all but the depositions 
duly verified could be admitted in evidence. Yet this is 
not stated as one of the conditions under which this 
evidence is admissible. It is a smaller point that, with 
respect to coroners’ depositions, it is not certain that 
they are not admissible although the person against 
whom they are read in evidence had not the “right 
and opportunity to cross-examine” ; which, however, is 
made a universally necessary condition. It seems to us 
to admit of no doubt that the admissibility of such 
evidence in criminal matters ought to be the subject of 
separate and precise treatment. And further, in accord- 
ance with the view which we have already expressed as 
to the position which evidence of this nature occupies, 
and for other manifest reasons of convenience, we submit 
that evidence formally recorded by affidavit, commission, 
or deposition ought to be made the subject of a distinct 
head, which might also very well embrace, though stand- 
ing on a somewhat different footing, the rare case of 
evidence given on a former proceeding between the same 
parties. As it is, evidence by affidavit and on commission 








‘ais Condition applies also to statements as to public 





is altogether left out of consideration. 
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The fourth head (articles 35—38) comprises “ State- 
ments made under Special Circumstances.” A miscella- 
neous collection of rules is sometimes necessary, and 
when it occurs is properly described by a miscellaneous 
heading. But such a miscellany always provokes the 
question whether it is rightly put together, and whether 
the matter cannot be more methodicaily dealt with. 
Now, the matters made evidence by the first three of 
these articles are as follows:—Acts of State or public 
facts recited or stated in Acts of Parliament, Royal 
speeches, and Parliamentary addresses (article 35); 
entries by official persons in discharge of a public duty, 
and under an obligation to make them (article 36); and 
facts of general public history made in “ accredited 
historical books’’ (article 37). Now, it is true these 
statements are made by “persons not called as wit- 
nesses”; but is it true that, if the persons making 
them were called, they would be competent witnesses 
to the facts stated? It appears to us that this is by no 
means universally true, and that if these persons were 
ealled, their evidence would not be ‘‘ direct evidence”’ 
within article 62. If so, then the objection to 
the evidence is not properly that these persons 
are not called as witnesses; in other words, the 
ease is not properly an exception to the general 
rule which governs this whole chapter, and should 
occupy a distinct place. But if brought under this 
ehapter it would be proper to describe it as “ evi- 
dence of public facts.” And so this group of clauses 
might be described, but for the insertion of article 
38, which consists of the practically extinct, and as Mr. 
Stephen himself describes it “superseded,” statute of 
7 Jac. 1, c. 12, which forbids a “ tradesman or handi- 
craftsman ” to “ give his shop book in evidence”’ after a 
year. We venture to think this might have been omitted ; 
but at least it is not in place here, for there is nothing 
in the statute to say or to lead us to infer that shop 
books were ever evidence by themselves. At the time 
when that statute passed shop books were no doubt 
ehiefly kept by the tradesman or handicraftsman him- 
self, and to a large extent are so still. There is no 
reason to suppose that a tradesman was ever allowed to 
give his book in evidence without being himself “ called 
as a witness,” nor have we any reason to say that under 
the term “his shop book” he could ever so put in a book 
not kept by himself. The difference was that now he 
ean only refresh his memory with his books; and if the 
other side pleases to put them in he can be cross- 
examined upon them. Then he could put them in 
himself, but not otherwise than under oath. The 
proper place, therefore, of this antique piece of 
statute law seems not here, and, in view of the 
more recent settlement of the law on this point, 
is probably nowhere. And if this article were re- 
jected, the remaining three, which are but slightly 
connected with this, might well fall under a com- 
mon and appropriate description. 





Major H. A. Brett, 43rd Light Infantry, has been ap- 
pointed to fill the vacancy among the deputy judge advo- 
eates caused by the appointment of Lientenant-Colonel 
a to the command of the lst battalion 10th 

oot. 


A Massachusetts statute, says the Central Law Jour- 
nol, provides that ‘‘in case any witness summoned and 
raid to testify before any city council, shall fail to 
attend, the presiding officer of such city council may 
irsue a warrant to bring such witness before them to 
anuswer for the contempt.” One Whitcomb was sum- 
moned to testify before a committee of the common 
eouncil of the city of Boston. He refused to answer 
a question, and was ordered to be committed for 
eontempt. On an application for a habeas corpus, the Su- 
preme Court held that the common council had not the 
power to punish for contempt without right of appeal or 
trial by jury. 





——=—= 


Recent Bectstaonsg. 


DESCRIPTION OF PARTIES IN CONTRAC? 
FOR PURCHASE OF REAL ESTATE, 
(Thomas v. Brown, Q.B.Div., 24 W. R. 821,) 

It is really astonishing that, in spite of repeated jndj. 
cial warnings, practitioners should continue to 
purchase contracts which violate the rule that both 
and seller must be sufficiently described. Nothing woul 
seem to be simpler than, instead of saying in the memo. 
randum annexed to the particulars and conditions of 
sale ‘as agent for and on behalf of the vendor,” to 
“as agent for and on behalf of [A. B.] the vendor” ; yet 
the practice is far from universal. Of course, it is bes 
to name both the parties; but this is not essential if they 
can be sufficiently identified from the description, } 
will be remembered that in the case of Sale v. Lambert 
(22 W. R. 4¢8, L. R. 18 Eq. 1) the Master of the Rolls 
extracted a sufficient description of the vendor from the 
particulars of sale, which described him as “the pn. 
prietor” ; “an excellent description,’ said the learned 
judge, “certainly in Acts of Parliament the proprietor 
or owner is frequently mentioned as the person on whom 
notices are to be served, or the like.” And in Comminsy, 
Scott (23 W. R. 498, L. R. 20 Eq. 11), it was held that 
the vendors were sufficiently described by an agreement, 
from which it appeared that they were a company in 
possession of the property sold, and that they hai 
carried on operations upon it. In that case the Master 
of the Rolls said that the court ought not to debar itself 
from finding out, by knowledge of surrounding circum. 
stances, who are the real parties to a contract. 
Potter v. Duffield (22 W. R. 585, L. R. 18 Eq. 4), onthe 
other hand, the Master of the Rolls decided that “the 
vendor” was not a sufficient description. In Thomasy, 
Brown, where the words were “the vendor,” the 
Queen’s Bench Division (Mellor and Quain, JJ.) intimate 
a strong opinion that neither “proprietor” nr 
“vendor” is a sufficient description. ‘‘ The names o 
both parties,” Mellor, J., says, “ ought to appear on the 
document, and if a description is allowed to take the 
place of the name, it should be such a description ms 
would directly answer the same purpose as the name, # 
as to exclude the necessity of parol evidence for the pur 
pose of identifying the party.” This, we venture f 
think, is the true principle; but, in face of the cases to 
which we have referred, it is difficult to say that it is the 
law. 

In Thomas v. Brown the solicitor of the intending 
purchaser, before repudiating the contract, had receivel 
the abstract, examined the title deeds, made requisitions, 
and received replies, and had written to the vendors 
solicitors to send to him the draft assignment. On@ 
action for the recovery of the deposit, the court held 
that the plaintiff was estopped by this conduct from 
repudiating the contract, and that she could not recov 
the deposit. Her solicitor, in making the appointmest 
to examine the title deeds and in sending the requisitions 
had expressly done so “ without prejudice to any qué 
tion which may arise as to the contract of purchase, 
but this the court (a little perversely, as we think) inte 
preted as referring only to a question as to the 
ciency of title. The practical result of the case s# 
show that if the purchaser's solicitor intends to rep} 
diate on the ground that the purchase contract is invalid, 
he must do so on or before receipt of the 
sending back the abstract, if received, or the 
will not be recoverable. 





A bill was recently introduced into the United Stal 
Congress to render private telegraphic correspondence? 
violable, and not subject to be exposed in a court of 
tice, 
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Rebhtews. 
GRAY’S-INN. 


Grav’s-Inn : Nores InLustRATIVE oF ITs History AND 

Anriquities. Compiled by W. R. Dovruwarrz, 

iprarian. London. 1876. 

Two of the Inns of Court have been fortunate of late 
in possessing careful and competent annalists. What 
Mr. Spilsbury has done so well for Lincoln’s-inn Mr. 
Douthwaite here attempts for Gray’s-inn. He traces 
the early history of the Inn, then of the De Grey 
family and the acquisition of the property by the 
society, and then he comes to Gray’s-inn as an Inn of 
Court. It seems that the early records of the society 
have not been carefully preserved, and it is consequently 
impossible to fix the date when the society of Gray’s-inn 
was first formed, but Mr. Douthwaite gives evidence to 
show that Gray’s-inn was an Inn of Court before 1370. 
In early times it consisted of members divided into 
students, inner barristers, utter barristers, ancients, 
readers, and benchers. The ancients consisted of three 
classes—viz., barristers called by seniority to the degree ; 
sons of judges; and persons of distinction who “ were 
placed in the Inns of Court, not so much to make the 
laws their study as to form their manners, and to 
preserve them from the§contagion of vice.” The orders 
of the society, to which Mr. Douthwaite devotes a chapter, 
show how great was the care bestowed on the formation 
of manners. One is “that no fellow of the society stand 
with his back to the fire,” and another is ‘‘ that no fellow 
of the society make any rude noise in the hall at exercises 
or at meal times.” The Inn was anciently famous for 
its moots and “ bolts,” which were revived in 1875. In 
1631, it appears, the butler was ordered “to be set in 
ye stocks about noon for putting Mr. Frowle up to 
mootin hisown wrong.” Mr. Douthwaite’s doubt as to 
the meaning ef this entry appears to us to show less 
than his usual acuteness. Can there be any doubt as to 
the means which a butler would be likely to adopt to 
“put up” Mr. Frowle? Many other matters are treated 
of in Mr. Douthwaite’s interesting little book, which 
does not even omit a reference to the rooks about which 
#0 much anxiety was recently expressed in the public 


papers. 








Che Wacation Sittings. 
CHA NOERY DI VISION.* 


(Before HuppLEst0N, B.) 
Sept. 19.—Lees v. Patterson. 
Writ of ne exeat. 

In this action a writ of ne exeat regno was granted on 
Tuesday, September 12, upon the plaintiff's application, 
48 reported ante, p. 883, and the defendant Patterson had 
ptid the amount of the plaintiff’s claim as indorsed on the 
writ, and again expressed his intention of going to Canada 
Upon an early date, 

A, T, Watson, now moved, on behalf of the defendant 
George Lees for another writ of ne exeat regno. Evidence 
similar to that filed 7 the plaintiff on the previous occasion 
was read, and the on ¥ question was whether a writ would 

ted against a defendant upon the application of a 

efendant. As a rule it would not be granted; but in 

an action for an account the court made an exception to the 

op peewee case, 1 P, W. 263 ; Pemberton on Judgments, 

Huppueston, B., directed the writ to issue indorsed for 

- amount due to the defendant G. Lees according to the 
ence, 

Solicitors, Milne, Riddle, § Mellor. 

Sept. 19.—Sutton v. Barnet Local Board. [V.C.M.] 
Nuisance—Injunotion—Notioo—Undertaking —Local board. 
Field, J., granted an interlocutory injunction to restrain 


* Reported by H. Graxnwoop, Esq., barrister-at-law. 








@ nuisance onan ez parte application on the 15th of August, 
as reported ante, p. 829. defendants now saoved 40 
discharge the injunction, on the ground that it ought not to 
have been granted ex parte, and also on the merits. 

It appeared from the evidence that some co mdence, 
in which legal proceedings were threatened, had taken place 
about the 3rd of August; the writ was issued on the 10th 
and served on the 11th, but the injunction was not applied 
for till the 15th. 

A, G. Marten, Q.C. (C. Mitchell and Levett with him), 
for the defendants, contended that an injunction ought 
never to be granted ex parte except in such urgent cases 
where irreparable injury would be done if the plaintiff waited 
to give notice. In the present case leave might have been 
obtained to serve short notice with the writ, which was 
actually served four days before the motion. If the case 
was one of such great urgency as was represented, why was 
the injunction not obtained on the Saturday ? He referred 
to ord. 53, r. 3. 

Locock Webb, Q.C. (Bosanquet and Boddam with him), for 
the plaintiffs, contended that, under the old practice, it had 
been held over and over again that it was not necessary to 
give a wrongdoer notice before filing a bill; and as soon as 
the bill was filed, an injunction might be moved for. In 
the present case the writ took the place of the bill. It was 
true that the writ did not set out the cause of action in 
extenso like a bill, but it stated all that was necessary under 
ord. 2, r. 1, and gave sufficient notice that the plaintiff 
claimed an injunction. 

Some discussion then took place as to the mode of open- 
ing the case upon the merits, in the course of which it ap- 
peared that several witnesses would have to be cross-ex- 
amined and the case would occupy a considerable time. 
Ultimately, the defendants offered to give an undertaking in 
the terms of the injunction until the hearing, without pre- 
judice to any question in the action, if the plaintiffs would 
consent to have the injunction dissolved. 

Locock Webb said that he should prefer to go on with 
the case rather than submit to have the injunction dis- 
solved. 

Hcpptrzston, B., said that an undertaking such as was 
proposed would be just as good as aninjunction. He would 
willingly sit three days a week if the state of public business 
required it ; but if he saw that a considerable time, of which 
other suitors might fairly claim their share, would be fruit- 
lessly wasted in going into the casein order to sustain the 
injunction, when the same object could be obtained by 
another mode without loss of time, he should feel it his 
duty to dissolve the injunction upon the undertaking being 

ven. 
oe Webb said that the plaintiffs would be willing to 
accept an undertaking if some responsible person joined 
with the board in giving it. 

A, G. Marten submitted that the undertaking of the 
local board under their seal would be sufficient. 

Hvuvpteston, B., held that such an undertaking would 
be sufficient ; and, 

Ultimately, the motion was ordered by consent 
to stand over till the hearing, the defendants giving 
an undertaking in the terms of the injunction, without pre- 
judice to any question in the cause. The costs of the 
motion to be dealt with at the hearing. 

Solicitors for the plaintiffs, Moss, Fagg, ¢ Jenkins, for 
Charles Gunning, Barnet. 

Solicitors for the defendants, F. £ T. Smith & Sons, for 
Harris § Blashfield, Barnet. 


General Correspondence. 


A Query. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—I shall be obliged if any of your readers will tell 
me where I can find the report of a case I saw some time 
ago of the Metropolitan (or a local) Board of Works against 
the owner of premises somewhere in the south of London 
(I think Brixton or Lambeth) for damaging the foot pave- 
ment by driving carts, &o., across it, The owner had 
ereoted new buildings on an old site, and opened a carriage 
way to the back of his premises, and it was in using this 
way that the pavement was broken up. The case was de- 
cided against the Board of Works. SuBscRIBER, 

Sep. 20. 
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Appointnrents, Ete. 


Mr. Gzorcr Curry, of Cleckheaton, in the ccunty of 
York, solicitor, has been appointed to be a Perpetual 
Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments of deeds 
by Married Women for the West Riding of the County of 
York. 


Mr. Jonn Parry JonEs, jun., solicitor, of Denbigh, has 
been elected Clerk to the Magistrates for that Borough, in 
the place of Mr. Martin Smith, deceased. Mr. Parry Jones 
is the son and partner of Mr. John Parry Jones, late Mayor 
of Denbigh. He was admitted a solicitor in 1871, and is 
also town clerk of Denbigh. 


Mr. Freperick Parisu, solicitor, of 1, Great Winches- 
ter-street-buildings, London, E.C., and of Erith, Kent, has 
been elected Clerk to the Erith Local Board of Health. 
Mr. Parish was admitted a solicitor in Easter Term, 1874. 


Mr. Wiiu1am Francis Purtports, barrister, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to Revise the Division of the 
Wards within the Borough of Wrexham. Mr. Phillpotts was 
educated at Winchester, and was formerly Fellow of New 
College, Oxford, where he graduated B.A. in 1859. He was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 
1864, and practises as an equity draftsman and convey- 
ancer. 


Mr. Cuartes Ropert RrvineTon, solicitor, of 1, Fen- 
church-buildings, has been appointed Ward Clerk for the 
Wards of Aldgate and Lime-street, in the place of his 
father, the late Mr. Charles Rivington. Mr. C. R. Riving- 
ton was admitted a solicitor in 1869, and is also clerk to the 
Stationers’ Company, ard vestry clerk of the parishes of 
St. Andrew Undershaft, St. Katharine Cree, and St. Katha- 
rine Coleman. 


Mr. Anprew RvuTHERForD, advocate, has been appointed 
Procurator Fiscal for Glasgow. Mr. Rutherford was called 
to the Scotch bar in 1857, and is standing counsel to the 
Inland Revenue in Scotland, 


Mr. Witt1am Caarizs Wess, barrister, has been ap- 
pointed to act as Prothonotary and Ecclesiastical and Ad- 
miralty Registrar to the High Court at Bombay, during the 
absence of Mr. J. W. Orr. Mr. Webb was called to the bar 
at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1868, and was formerly a 
member of the Home Circuit. 





Obituarp. 


MR. JOHN MARSHALL HAYMAN. 


Mr. John Marshall Hayman, barrister, died at the 
Riffel Hotel, Zermatt, some days ago, from the effects of 


cold and exposure. He was on a vacation tour, and on 
the 28th ult. he started, with Mr. George William Johnson 
(a solicitor) and two guides, to cross the Felikjoch 
tothe Riffel. The party, however, missed their. path, 
and were precipitated by an avalanche into a cre- 
vasse. One of the guides and Mr. Johnson were buried in 
the snow, and their bodies have not been found ; the pro- 
visions of the party were lost, and Mr. Hayman and the 
other guide passed the night in the snow. They were 
found on the following morning and removed to the Riffel 
Hotel, where every attention was paid to them, but a few 
days later Mr. Hayman died from the effects of the ex- 
haustion and exposure. The occurrence has caused much 
grief to the numerous professional friends of the deceased. 
He was an M.A. of St. John’s College, Cambridge, and 
was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 
1856. He practised for a short time at the equity bar, 
but afterwards transferred himself to the common law 
bar, and he was a member of the South-Eastern Circuit 
and Kent Sessions. Only last year he was appointed 
reader in common law to the Incorporated Law Society. 
Mr. Hayman was a contributor to the Saturday Review 
and other journals. He was a brother of the Rev. Henry 
Hayman, D.D., late Head-master of Rugby, whom he 
advised throughout his litigation with the governing body 
of the school. 





—————— 


Legal Pews. 


The case of Batchelor v. Mackersy and Pattison, sayy 
the Scottish Law Magazine, decided recently by tho firs; 
division of the Court of Session, although it may not eg. 
tablish any new legal point, presents a clear statement of 
the law relating to counsel and agents, and is therefore of 
very considerable importance to the legal profession. The 
facts of the case are, probably, already well known through 
the newspaper reports. It was an action directed by an 
unsuccessful client against both his agent and counsel, to 
whose conduct he, after the fashion of not a few of hig 
class, attributed the failure which had attended a previoug 
litigation. The Lord President, in giving judgment, took 
the opportunity to state, with that clearness and precision 
which always characterize his jadgments, the law relati 
to counsel and agent, and their liability to their employers, 
The counsel, who is so situated that he cannot recover aj 
law any remuneration for his services from the client, is 
naturally in the most favourable position so far as freedom 
from control of the latter is concerned. Of course, if 
malice or a bad case of neglect is proved against a 
counsel, he must take the consequence like his neighbours, 
and rightly too. But apart from this he is quite safe. 
He must be left to follow his own judgment ; and so long 
as a client continues to employ him, it is assumed that he 
is satisfied with that judgment. The only remedy which 
the client has is to take the case out of the counsel’s hand, 
and either conduct it himself, as Mr. Batchelor ultimately 
did, or employ some other learned gentleman who is more 
disposed to follow his directions. Probably no one except 
Mr. Batchelor will be disposed to dispute the reasonable- 
ness of the law as thus laid down in this recent decision. 
What is the use of having such a profession as that of ad- 
vocate, what is the meaning of the word “counsel,” if a 
client is not to abide by the adviee and follow the course 
suggested by those whom he employs? As regards the 
agent, his position is not quite so favourable. There have 
been successful actions against agents. On the other hand, 
agents have, as is well known, certain advantages denied 
to counsel, and they are entitled to make capital out of 
the risk which they run. But, in addition to this, they 
have the counsel to fall back upon, and under his shadow, 
80 to speak, they are safe. This was very clearly brought 
out in Batchelor’s case by the remarks of the Lord Presi- 
dent to which we have already referred, but, indeed, the 
law upon this point was already well established. 


A “ Bedford-row Solicitor” writes to the Zimes with refer- 
ence to Judges’ Chambers as follows:—The ‘‘ vacation 
arrangements ” at what still remain known, to the profes- 
sion at least, as the “common law ” chambers, are that a 
judge and a master attend twice in the week, on 
Tuesday and Friday, for the hearing of summonses, 
the hours being nominally from eleven a.m. to four 
pm. The judge takes certain specified summonses, 
and those in which counsel appear and some others, 
as those on appeal. On Tuesday, September 12, the 
master had between 100 and 150 summonees (I believe 
150 would be very near the number) to dispose of, 
necessitating the attendance of double that number of prac- 
titioners or their representatives, and affecting, in many 
instances, very important interests. Of these summonses 
there is no public list made, and they are all returnable at 
the same time—viz., eleven a.m. Acclerk calls out each 
case as it is to come on, but no party can ascertain when 
his case is likely to be reached ; it may be first or last, and 
if he by any accident miss his turn, as by the absence of his 
opponent, his summons is postponed to the bottom of the 
list. On the day named 1 had a summons for hearing, and 
my clerk, after wasting his day in waiting, informed me 
that the master, having sat considerabl beyond his time, 
rose without being able to get through his list, and my sum- 
mons “stood over” until Friday, when it certai 
was reached, but only after some further waiting. 
am allowed for this wasted day the munificent fee of 3s. 4d. ! 
The jadge’s list is pretty much of the same calibre a8 
the master’s, save that it comprises more important mat- 
ters. I cannot say whether Mr. Justice Field disposed of 
all his cases on Tuesday ; but I know, that his predecessor, 
Mr. Baron Huddleston, lately sat until six p.m., and, if he 
got through his entire list, did so only with very great 
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The discomfort, noise, and struggling to obtain one’s right 
must be felt and seen to be rightly estimated. It is 
needless to say anything of the efforts made by judges and 
ir officials to cope with what are well known to be 
jmpossibilities ; but it cannot be denied that arrangements 
far more comfortable to all concerned, and only fair also, 
- tosay nothing of time and money, might easily be made. 
In the Chancery Division an effort is made to apportion a 
certain time to each sumrions, and a printed list of the 
matters, and the allotted hour for each to come on, is 
exhibited. The result, although very far from perfect, is 
jnoomparably superior to the confusion, annoyance, and 
discomfort which prevail at Serjeants’-inn. Why cannot 
a similar method be adopted there? Lately a list of those 
‘matters in which counsel appear has been started, but this 
doesno more than admit the existence of an evil. It must 
be a subject of wonder to those who can judge that in 
gach circumstances the work is laboured through so well 
as it is; but there can be no answer toa request for amend- 
ment other than an assent. The ‘‘masters’’ have thrown 
upon them the work which, in the Chancery Division, is 
shared by the chief clerks, the taxing masters, and partly 
by the registrars. How can they dispose of such a mass 
as ix should be disposed of? Why are not solicitors ap- 
pointed to do the work corresponding to that of the 
chancery chief clerks and taxing masters? What I have 
said applies to “term time” quite as much as to ‘‘ vaca- 
tion.” On the same subject Mr. W. H. Bosanquet adds :—- 
The state of things at the chambersof the common law judges 
is simply a scandal. Solicitors have found by long ex- 
perience that it is useless to ask for any alteration on the 
und that it will add to their convenience, but it is abso- 
htely essential in the interests of their clients that some 
different system should be adopted at the common law 
chambers, Inthe chancery chambers it is not unusual to 
see solicitors in large practice themselves attending sum- 
monses, the result being that the work is done better and 
more expeditiously. In the common law chambers you 
seldom see a solicitor, except on a summons supported by 
counsel, and the ordinary business, on which there is such 
a waste of time, is of necessity handed over to clerks. Not 
only does the system require alteration, but also the scale of 
Temuneration. How many clients who hold their solicitors 
responsible for the proper conduct of their business would 
be content with payment at a rate of 6s, $d. per day ? 





Law Students’ Sourmal. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Finan Examination, 

Names of gentlemen who passed the final examination in 
June, 1876 :— 
Andrewes, C. de J. 
Archer, A, E. 
Atkinson, ©. J., B.A. 
Baker, E. E. 

Banks, J. F. 
Barker, J. W. 
Barras, G. T. 


Cave, E. L. 
Charlewood, E. P., B.A. 
Clack, J. C. 

Clegg, A. 
Cobbold, F. A., B.A. 
Collinson, A. 
Colmore, Q. C. 
Cousins, W, J. 
Craig, C. H., B.A. 
Cridge, T. M. 
Cull, T. B. 
Cundall, H. F. 
Dalbiac, C. W. 
Dale, W. 

Davies, J. 
Dawson, T. 

Day, G. H., B.A. 
Denham, W. E. 
Dicken, T. H. 
Dod, A. W. 
Douthwaite, C. H. 
Dowson, C. 
Eldred, V. J. 
Ellen, F.8., B.A. 
eo L. W. 
Etches, A. H. 


Evans, ©. L. 





Evans, E. T. 
Fanning, W. 
Fanshawe, H. H. 
Farmer, R. 
Fernell, W. B., B.&, 
Field, E., B.A. 
Field, J. 

Foakes, E. T. 
Forbes, A, A, 
Foster, F. A. 

Fox, J. C. 

Francis, J. 

Faller, E. A. 
Gardner, J. W., B.A. 
Garforth, J. A. 
Gaunt, E. 

Gawith, A. H. 
Gilbert, R. 

Giles, H. R. 
Goodman, G. S. 
Graham, J., B.A. 
Grainger, J. A. 
Graggen, F. W. E. 
Hall, R. M. 
Hammack, A, G. 
Hands, J. 
Hannam, W. S. 
Hargrave, C. 
Hargreaves, H. M. 
Harvey, R. 
Haygarth, E. B. 
Heath, S, E. 
Heather, H. G. 
Heaton, C. 
Hebbert, J. B., jan. 
Hepburn, E. 
Hooper, G. M. 
Hore, F. W. R. 
Houlder, A. L. 
Hughes, W. E., B.A. 
Humphreys, W. C. H. 
Hutchinson, W. H. 
Hyde, Josh. 
Imlach, C. 

Innes, A. 8. 
Jackson, B. A. E. 
Jackson, G. B. 
James, J. 
Jefferson, J. I. 
Johnson, C. P. 
Johnson, J. J. 
Johnson, M., B.A. 
Johnson, T. 

Jones, G. O., B.A. 
Julius, A. O, 
Kite, H. F. 
Lammin, P. B. 
Landon, F. 
Langley, G. 

Last, C. H. 
Leach, W. F. 
Lewis, M. H. 
Long, L. S. 
Lueas, R. 
McGowen, F. 
Mains, A. J. 
Marriott, J. 
Marsden, A. P. 
Marshall, J. T. 
Martelli, C. F. 
Mason, T, J. 
Maynard, W. H. 
Mercer, C. 
Middleton, J. 
Moody, H. E. 
Napier, T. B. 
Norton, W. 8. 
Orgill, M. A. 
Orme, F. 

Ornsby, J. A., B.A. 
Parker, A. 
Parker, J. 


Parker, T. H. 
Peach, E. H. 
Pearse, E. B. 
Pettiver, T. D. 
Potts, C. H., M.A. 
Pound, W. J. 
Preston, D..J. 
Purser, F. W. 
Ratcliff, R. L. 
Rawlins, J. D. 
Redwood, A, W. 
Rickards, L. E. 
Rider, J. 
Ridgway, C. A. 
Riley, J 

Risdon, A. F. 
Roberts, E. 
Roberts, H. G. 
Robinson, E. 
Robinson, R..C. 
Rogers, R. N. 
Rose, G. A. St. C. 
Rowell, G. 
Rowles, R. E. 
Rubinstein, J. S. 
Salmon, A. L. 
Scarlett, J., jua. 
Scott, W. E. D. 
Seddoa, W. S. 
Sharman, J. O. 
Shayler, J. 
Smith, B. 


Sparkes, A. 
Spence, J. 

Spry, 8. 
Stephenson, T. 
Stikeman, F. W. S. 
Stringer, C. W. 
Stringer, H. 
Stubbs, W. 

Swift, H. L. 
Tasker, A. A. 
Tatham, A. G. 
Thompson, W. B. 
Tudd, J. M. R. 
Tull, E. 
Tunnicliffe, W. 
Turner, C. 

Upson, T. H. 

Ury, R. 

Verity, T. S. 
Verrall, H.J 
Vigers, C. R. | 
Vinall, J. 

Von Dommer, G. F. 
Walkem, W. L. 
Walmsley, C. 
Walters, T. 

Ward, 8. 
Wartnaby, W. W, 
Watson, C. S 
Watts, E. 

Weall, S. F. 
Webb, M. 
Wedlake, H. B. 
Welstead, L. 
Westmacott, D. W. 
Whatley, A. T., M.A. 
White, G. K. 
Whitehall, G. 
Whitehead, W. K. 
Whittingham, D. 
Williams, R. A., B.A 
Wilson, G. M. 
Wilson, H., B.A. 
Wilson, J. 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


September 22, 1876, 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 


3 per Cent, Consols, 964 Annuitias, April, 85, 9% 

Ditto for Account, Oct. 1, 96} | Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 

Do 3 per Cent. Reduced, 94§ Ex Bills, £1000, 24 perCt.27 pm 
New 3 per Cent., 943 Ditto, £500, Do, 27 pm. 

Do. 34 perCent., Jan, "94 Ditto, 2100 & £200, 27 pm, 

Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stock, — per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ‘78 Ct. (last half-year), 
Annuities, Jan,’80 — Ditte for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 


Ditto 5 per Cent., July, 80, 1073 | Ditto,5§ per Cnt., May,’79, 86 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cents, 
Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct. ’88,1023xd} April, 64 

Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 perC nt,,Aug. 73 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent.83 | Do. Bonds, 4 per Cent. £1000 

2nd Enf. Pr., 5 per C.,Jan.’72 Ditto, ditto, under £1000 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. \. Closing Prices 








Stock Bristol and Exeter 
t k'Cal A Ff 





Stock|Glasgow and South-Western ..... 
Stock |Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ,, 
Stock Great Northern ...... 
Stock! Do., A Stock*®.......00.-+ 
Stock'Great Southern and West 

Stock Great Western—Original...... 

Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire 

Stock London, Brighton, and South Coast... 

Stock London, Chatham, and Dover........ 
Stock|London and North-Western .. 

Stock London and South Western........0+ . 
Stock Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln .......00++ 
Stock Metropolitan 
Stock, Do., District | 
Stock Midland 

Stock North British 
Stock North Eastern 
Stock North London .......0 ° 
Stock North Staffordshire ... 
Stock South Devon : 

Bock South-Eastern ....c0.00:..sc0scesseossccecsecsescosesves 









































*A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 


Money MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE. 

The markets have been firmer this week. Foreign stocks 
have nearly all improved, Russian stocks being principally 
in request, owing to operators for the fall closing their 
accounts. Home railways are much the same as last week, 
the variation in prices not exceeding 1 per cent. Consols 
close at 963 to 96} for money and account. 








BIRTHS AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 

Excoop—Sept. 19, at 8, Upper Bryanston-street, Hyde-park, 
the wife of Edgar J, Elgood, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, 
of a daughter. 

HOLLAND—Sept. 15, at Crick-road, Oxford, the wife of T. E. 
Holland, D.C.L., barrister-at-law, of a son. 

Paxker—Sept. 9, at Wellingborough, Northamptonshire, the 
wife of J. T. Parker, solicitor, of a daughter. 

Twiss—Sept. 16, at Anlaby House, East Yorkshire, the 
residence of her father, the wife of Edward C. Twiss, barrister- 
at-law, Beverley, of a son. 


DEATH, 
WILLIams—Sept. 18, at Deal, Frederick Williams, barrister-at- 
=. “ Lincola’s-inc, and formerly of 1, Tanfield-court, 
emple, 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 


Farpar, Sept. 15, 1876. 
Limrtep Is Caancery. 

British and Colonial Trust Corporation, Limited.—Petition for winding 
up, presented Sept. 8, directed to be heard before the M.R. on the 
first petition day in Michaelmas Term. Bellamy and Co, Bishops- 
gate st, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Chureh and Empire Fire Insurance Fund, Limited.—Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented Sept 12, directed to be heard before ¥.C. Hall on 
Friday, Nov 3. Carter, Old Jewry chambers, Solicitor for the peti- 
tioner. 








Touxspay, Sept. 19, 1876, 
County PavaTine oF LANCASTER, 
James Eastwood and Company, Limited.—Petition for winding mye.” 
presented Sept 11, directed t» be heard before the V.C. on Oct 3, 
Charnley and Finch, Preston, Solicitors for the petitioners. ‘ 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Turspay, Sept. 19, 1876, 
Surlingham Brotherly Society, Surlingham, Norfolk. Sept 15 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Sept. 15, 1876. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 


Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Harward, Theodore Bulwer, High st, Kensington, Dentist. Pet Sept 
ll, Hazlitt. Sept 28 at 12 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Edwards, James Allon, Strawberry Hill, Middlesex, Gent. Pet Sept9, 
Rutson, jun. Brentford, Oct 3 at 10 

Fox, Thomas, Bridlington, York, Bank Cashier. Pet Sept 11. Woodall, 
Scarborough, Oct 2 at 3 

Malcolmson, Henry, Brighton, Sussex, Patentee of Roller Skates, Pet 
Sept 13. Evershed. Brighton, Oct 5 at 11 

Tremeer, George Thomas Henry, East Stonehouse, Devon, Coal Mer- 
chant. PetSept 13. Edmonds. East Stonehouse, Sept 30 at 12 


Tuespay, Sept. 19, 1876. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London. 
Bowers, Francis, Great George st, Westminster, Civil Engineer. Pet 
Sept 18. Murray. Oct 5 at 11 
Pannell, Charles, Leadenhall st, Lighterman. Pet Sept 18. Murray, 
Oct 5 at 11.30 
Riches, Henry Jonathan, King’s Bench walk, Temple, Solicitor. Pet 
Sept 16. Hazlitt. Oct 4at ll 


To Surrender in the Country. 


Ball, Rev Thomas Hanley, Hartshill, Warwick. Pet Sept 16. Parry, 
Birmingham, Oct 2 at 3 

Bennett, Joseph, jun, Elland, Halifax, York, Clothier. Pet Sept 16, 
Alexander. Halifax, Oct 2 at 11 . 

Hickman, George Haden, Dudley Port, Tipton, Stafford, Ironmaster 
Pet Sept 14. Walker. Dudley, Oct 3 at 11.30 

Hole, George, Llantarnam, Monmouth, Farmer. Pet Sept 16. Justice 
Newport, Sept 29 at 10.30 

Johnson, William Edward, Manchester, Ironmonger. Pet Sept 14, 
Lister. Manchester, Oct 6 at 9.30 

Rix, Robert Henry, Long Sutton, Lincoln, Saddler. Pet Sept 14 
Partridge. King’s Lynn, Oct 5 at 12 

Shimmen, Jobn, North Shields. Pet Sept 14. Pybus, jun. New. 
castle, Sept 30 at 12 

Thornley, James, Tonge. nr Middleton, Lancashire, Manufacturer, Pet 
Sept 15. Tweedale. Oldham, Oct 4 at 11 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, Sept. 15, 1876. 
Adlam, Harry, Chelmsford, Essex, Ironmonger’s Assistant. Oct 4 at 2 
at the Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn. Sharp, Christchurch 
Alexander, Robert, Liverpool, Draper. Oct 4 at 3 at offices of Nordon, 
Cook st, Liverpool 

Armstrong, Thomas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Gold Beater. Sept 29 at 
3 at offices of Stanford, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Armstrong, William, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Butcher. Sept 29 at 3 at 
offices of Mather and Co, Bank chambers, Mosely st, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne 

Armstrong, William, Liverpool, Watch Maker. Oct 3 at 3at offices of 
Lupton, Harrington st, Liverpool 

Arthur, James, Manchester, Tailor. Sept 27 at 3 at 8, York st, Mane 
chester. Stead, Manchester 

Austin, Ann, and William Austin, Stafford, Shoe Manufacturer. Sept 
27 at 12 at offices of Hand and Co, Martin st, Staff.rd 

Avis, Mary Ann, and Alfred Ashford Avis, Silkstone common, York, 
Farmers. Sept 29 at 11 at offices of Parker, Regent st, Barnsley 

Barber, Thomas, Mape st, Bethnal green, Timber Merchant. Sept 29 
at 3 at the City Terminus Hotel, Cannon st. Birchall, Grace- 
church st 

Barfoot, Edwin, Crystal Palace, Sydenham, Fancy Stationer. Oct 3 at 
3 at offices of Banks, Coleman st 

Battersby, William, White Horse st, Limehouse, Builder. Oct 3 at Sat 
offices of Buchanan and Rogers, Basinghall st 

Bausor, William, Milk st, Commission Agent. Oct 2 at 3 at 145, 
Cheapside, C.ttlin 

Benjamin, Ephraim, Walsall, Stafford, out of business. Oct 2at 12 at 
offices of Clarke, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Blake, George, Bath, Paperhanger. Sept 27 at 11 at 3, Wood st, Bath. 


Moger 

Blanchard, Henry, New Malton, York, Butcher. Sept 28 at 11 a6 
offices of Simpson, New Malton 

Brewis, Robert, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Coach Builder, Sept 25 at 11 at 
offices of Turner, Collingwood at, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Briggs, Edward Hugh John, Norwich, Watch Maker. Sept 28 at 3 at 
offices of Sadd and Linay, Theatre st, Norwich 

Brooke, Louis Philippe, Stoneycroft, nr Liverpool, Coal Merchant, Oct 
2 at 2 at offices ot Greenway, Dale st, Liverpool 

Barton, William, Huddersfield, York, out of business. Oct 2 at 11 st 
offices of Bottomley, New st, Huddersfield 

Cameron, William, Manchester, Draper, Oct 8 at 3 at offices of Cob- 
bett Co, Brown st, Manchester 

Campbell, Henry Murray, Hatton garden, Merchant, Oct 2 at 12 a6 
offices of Crump and Son, Phiipot lane 

Carey, Robert Frederick, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Sept 26 a6 
12 at offices of Wells and Hind, Pletchergate, Nottingham 
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Carter, Willism Grover, Bristol, Physician, Sept 29 at 12 at offices of 
‘Ward and Lane, Albion chambers, Bristol : 
Chatfield, George, New Lenton, Nottingham, Grocer. Oct 2at 3 at 
offices of Fraser, Wheelergate, Nottingham 
Clarke, William Boraston, Hanley , Stafford, Grocer, Sept 25 at 10 at 
offices of Tenant, Cheapside, Hanley 
, William, Llandaff, Glamorgan, Miller. Oct 5 at 12.30 at 
offices of Barnard and Co, Albion chambers, Bristol. Griffith and 
Corbett, Cardiff 
, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Iron Ship Builder. Sept 28 at2 
atthe Turk’s Head Hotel, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Bush, 
Newcastle-upon-T'yne 
Crillen, James, Southtown, Suffolk, Boat Builder. Oct 2 at 12 at offices 
of Diver. King st, Great Yarmouth 
Coff, Unristopher, Cockspur st, Charing cross,Saddler. Sept 27 at 1 at 
the Westmioster Palace Hotel, Victoria st. Lovett, New inn, 


nd 

cule, Henry, and Abel Cunliffe, Waterfoot, nr Manchester, Wool- 
staplers. Sept 28 at 3 at offices of Grundy and Kershaw, Booth st, 
Manchester. Hargreaves and Knowles, Newchurch-in -Rossendale 

Dunhill, William Dentun, Ecclesfield, York, Grocer. Sept 29 at 12 at 
atoffices o’ Auty and Son, Queen st, Shetfeld 

Dyer, Francis Vincent, New Kent rd, Newington, Coffee House Keeper. 
Oct 5 at 4 at offices of Holloway, Ball’s Pond rd, Islington. Fenton 

Dyson, George Walter, and George Enoch Hodgkinson, Sheffleld, Steel 
Forgere. Sept 25 at 12 at the Cutiers’ Hall, Church st, Sheffield 

fémondson, Joseph Seston, Leeds, Provision Dealer. Sept 27 at 11 at 
offices of Hewson, East parade, Leeds 

Bilis, James Donald, Balby, York, Iron Merchant. Sept 28 at 12 at 
ofices of Heathcote, French gate, Doncaster 

, Henry, Aldermanbury, Button Manufacturer. Sept 25 at 12 

atoffices of Grove, Atlas chambers, Paradise st, Birmiagham. Button 
and Co, Henrietta st, Covent garden 

Byres, John William, Leeds, Wine Merchant. Sept 27 at 2 at offices 
of Singleton and Tattershal!, Great James st. Malcolm, Leeds 

Fergueon, Isaac, William Ferguson, and William Ure, Frizington, 
Cumberland, Builders. Sept 29 at 11 at offices of Postlethwaite, jun., 
and brown, Scotch st, Whitehaven 

Fletcher, Mark, Birmingham, Grocer, Sept 28 at 11 at offices of Cole- 
man and Co, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Frewer, Abner Thomas, Sutton, Surrey, Outfitter. Sept 27 at 12 at 
offices of Arnold, The Exchange, Southwark st 

Georgeson, Margaret, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, Clothier. Sept 26 
at 1] at offices of Sherratt, Kidegrove 

Goulton, William James, Lydney, Gloucester, Yeoman. Oct 2 atl at 
the Tavistock Hotel, Covent garéen. Williams and Co, Newport, 


Mon. 
Greenslade, Emma, Stoke Canon, Devon, Butcher. Sept 28 at 11 at 
offices of Huggins, Paul st, Exeter 
Greenwood, John, Bradford, York, Commission Agent. Oct 3 at 11 at 
offices of Dawson and Greaves, Kirkgate, Bradford 
Guinan, James, Pendlebury, nr Manchester, Grocer. Sept 28 at 3 at 
offices of Sampson, South King st, Manchester if 
Gunston, Alfred Hill, Church st, Stoke Newington, Cheesemonger. Sept 
27 at 2 at the Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue. Waring, 
Borough High st, Southwark 
Rock, William, Barkby, Leicester, Farmer. Sept 27 at 3 at offices of 
Owston, Friar lane, Leicester 
Harris, James, Birmingham, Fruiterer. Sept 26 at 11 at offices of 
Ansell, Temp'e st, Birmingham 
Irving, James Corbet, and Henry George Slade, Copthall court, Stock 
Brokers. Sept 26 at 11 at offices of Sole and Co, Aldermanbary 
James, Taliesin, Cwm, Monmouth, Innkeeper. Sept 29 at 2 at offices of 
Grabam, Commercial st, Newport 
Johnston, Frederick Stanley, Swansea, Glamorgan, Ironmonger. Sept 
27 at 3 at offices of Williams and Co, Exchange, Bristol. Woodward, 
ansea, 
Kellett, George, Leeds, Shopkeeper, Sept 28 at 2 at offices of Billinton, 
Oxford row, Leeds 
Knight, James Shepherd, Queen’s rd, Bayswater, Costume Manu- 
facturer, Oct 7 at 10 at 6, Southampton buildings, Chancery lane. 


Knight, Thomas Ralph, Tredworth, Gloucester, Butcher. Sept 26 at 4 
at offices of Jackson, Westgate st, Gloucester 
Leat, George Joseph Knight, Penzance, Cornwall, Milliner. Sept 28 at 
11 at offices of Borlase and Co, Clarence st. Penzance 
John Henry, Burton-on-Trent, Stafford, China Dealer. Sept 
% at 2atthe Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton-on-Trent. Wilson, 
Burton-on-Trent 
Lorimer, Edward, Bradford, York, Draper. Sept 27 at 11 at offices of 
Terry and Robinson, Market st, Bradford 
Merchant, Alfred, Kidderminster, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Oct 
6 at $ at offices of Roden, Bank buildings, Kidderminster 
l, Joseph, and William Henry Marshall, Armley, Leeds, 
oollen Extractors. Sept 26 at 4 at offices of Dawson, Albion st, 


Mashiter, Thomas, Ulverston, Lancashire, Tailor. Sept 29 at 11 at the 
perance Hall, Ulverston. Jackson 
Matthews, William Thomas Henry, Hanley, Stafford, Grocer. Sept 25 
at 2 at offices of Tennant, Cheapside, Hanley 
» Robert, Leeds, Travelling Draper. Sept 29 at 11 at offices 
ot Rooke and Midgley, White Horse st, Boar lane, Leeds 
wane, William John, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancashire, Grocer. 
28 at 2 at the Imperial Hotel, Cornwallis st, Barrow-in-Furness, 
r, Barrow-in-Fuarness 
Meat, John, Wetley Rocks, Stafford, Nursoryman. Sept 26 at 2 at the 
Red Lion Hotel, Leek. Bishton, Leek 
ercer, James, Blackburn, Lancashire, Brewer. Sept 28 at 3 at offices 
yi Holland, Northgate, Blackburn 
t urne, William, Spennymore, Durham, Plumber. Sept 29 at 11 
At offices of Marshall and Oliver, Claypath, Durham 
My 7% Birmingham, Baker, Oct Sat 11 at offices of Dale, 
rming 
bert, Liwybrmain Mynydd, Carnarvon, Quarryman. Sept 
fices of Jones and Roberts, Bangor 
Samuel Whitehall, Coventry, Warwick, Trimming Manu- 
Sept 27 at 3 at offices of Hodgson, Waterloo st, Birming- 





Oliier, John, and William Lambert Manley, Great St Helen’s, Mer- 
chants, Oct 11 at 2 at offices of Cooper and Co, George st, Mansion 
House. Johnson and Co, Austinfriars 

Parker, John, Consett, Durham, General Dealer. Sept 22 at 11 at 
offices of Bush, St Nicholas buildings, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Patterson, Jesse, and James Marsden, Oldham, Lancashire, Builders. 
ame at 3 at the King’s Arms Hotel, Clegg st, Oidham. Whitaker, 

am. 

Piummer, Thomas, Dudley Port, Stafford, Forge Roller. Sept 25 at 11 
at offices of Fellows, Mount Pleasant, Bilston : 

Pooley, John Charles, New Brighton, Cheshire, Book-ke3per. Oct 2 at 
3 at offices of Whitley and Maddock, Water st, Liverpool 

Pritchard, Eden, Water End, Stokenchurch, Oxford, Turner. Sept 29 
at 2 at offices of Rawson, Church sq, High Wycombe, Bucks 

Pugh, Thomas, Mark lane, Commission Agent. Sept 25 at 2.30 at 
16, Mark lane 

Ranson, Thomas, Bromley, Kent, Plumber. Sept 28 at 3 at offices of 
Gregory, Barbican 

Rees, Edward, Swansea, Glamorgan, Builder. Sept 23 at3 at offices of 
Buse, Temple st, Swansea. Thomas, Swansea 

Reynolds, John, Nocton, Lincoln, Builder. Sept 30 at 12 at offices of 
Toynbee and Co, Bank st, Lincoln 

Robinson, John, Bassingham, Lincoln, Blacksmith. Oct 3 at3 at the 
Saracen’s Head Hotel, Newark-upon-Trent. Cockayne 

Robinson, William Horatio, Cheetham hill, nr Manchester, Commercial 
Traveller. Sept 28 at 11 at offices of Whitt, King st, Manchester. 
Whitehead, Manchester 

Ross, Robert, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Ironmongers. Sept 30 at 11 at 
offices of Johnston, Pilgrim st, Newcastle-upoa-Tyne 

Rowley, William, Clifion-on-Teme, Worcester, Grocer. Oct 2 at 3 at 
offices of Corbett, Avenue House, The Cross, Worcester 

Rassell, Samuel, Bath, Wheelwrignt. Sept 27 at 11 at 1, Manvers st, 
Bath. Simmons and Clarke 

Rutry, John, College avenue, Lower Clapton, Accountant. Sept 27 at 
12 at offices of Plunkett, Gutter lane 

Sargent, Jobn, Upper Bilston, Gloucester, Furnaceman. Oct 5 at 3 at 
offices of Whatley and Sons, Mitchel Dean, Gloucester 

Saunders, Robert, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, Draper. Sept 23 at il 
at offices of Tennant, Cheapside, Hanley 

Seaford, Joseph, Brixham, Devon, Linen Draper. Sept 28 at 12 at 
offices of Carter and Sons, Cary buildings, Aobev rd, Torquay 

Smith, Joha Brown, Ilkley, York, Contractor. Sept 28 at 11 at offices 
of Terry and Robinson, Market st, Bradford 

Smith, John Frederick, Bentworth, Hants, Farmer. Sept 26at1 at 
offices of Chandler, Basingstoke’ 

Stockford, Edwin, Riageway Farm, Hereford, Farmer.. Sept 30 at 3 
at offices of Corbett, Avenue House, The Cross, Worcester 

Stoke, James, Houghton-le-Spring, Durham, Grocer. Sept 29 at3 at 
offices of Bell, Lambton st, Sunderland 

Swindlehurst, Robert, Beetham, Westmorland, Farmer, Oct 4 at 11 
at the County Hotel, Lancaster. Watson, Kendall 

Thomas, John, Neath, Glamorgan, Draper. Sept 27 at 3 at offices of 
Barnard and Co, Albion chambers, Small st, Bristol. Donague, 
Swansea 

Thorp, Henry John, West Auckland, Durham, Boot Maker. Sept 29 
at 12 at offices of Maw, jun, High Bondgate, Bishop Auckland 

Tindall, Joseph, Hunslet, Leeds, Builder. Sept 28 at 3 at offices of 
Craven, East parade, Leeds 

Tomson, John Christopher, Rushwick, Worcester, Farmer. Sept 30 at 
11 at offices of Corbett, Avenue House, The Cross, Worcester 

Toplis, John, St John st, Clerkenwell, Clock Maker. Oct 5 at 3 at 
offices of Holloway, Ball’s Pond rd, Islington, Fenton 

Vine, William Henry, Portsea, Hants, Hotel Proprietor. Oct 4at 4 
at the Sussex Hotel, Commercial rd, Landport. Walker, Landport 

Walton, Richard, Liverpool, Cart Owner. Sept 28 at lz az offices of 
Carrathers, Clayton sq, Liverpool 

Webb, John, and Robert Webb, Burslem, Stafford, Potters. Spt 25 at 
12 at offices of Tennant, Cheapside, Hanley 

Webb, John James, Southampton, Provision Dealer. Sept 25at3 at 
Offices of Shutte, Portland st, Southampton 

Wemberg, Tobias, Jarrow-upon-Tyne, Durham, Clothier. Sept 29 at 
% at offices of Joels, Newgate st, Newcastie-upon-Tyne 

White, Edwin Jacob, Bristol, Furniture Broker. Sept 29 at 2 at offices 
of Parsons, Nicholas st, Bristol. Burges and Co 

White, William, Abergavenny, Monmouth, Builder. Oct 5 at 2 at 
offices of Tribe and Co, High st, Newport. Jones, Abergavenny 

Wild, William Charles, Hatton garden, Dealer in Precious Stones. Sspt 
30 at 10.30 at offices of Evans and Eagles, John st, Bedfori row 

s, Henry John, St George, Gloucester, Builder. Sept 28 at 
12 at offices of Meeres, Small st coart, Small st, Bristol 

Wood, George Harris, Ch ide, Tob ist. Sept 25 at 2 at lll, 
Cheapside. Clift, Cheapsid 

Wood, John Henry, and Charles Thomas Wood, Bristol, Afric:n Mer- 
chants. Oct 2 at 12 at offices of Tricke and Co, City chambers, 
Nicholas st, Bristol, Trenerry 

Woodley, Joseph, Reading, Berks, Employe at Biscuit Factory. Sept 
28 at 11 at offices of Elkins, ss Reading 

Wright, John, Manchester, Tailor. Sept 28 at 3 at offices of Leigh, 
Brown st, Manchester 


Tvsspar, Sept. 19, 1876, 
Addyman, George Walter, Richmond place, Falham, Tobace onist. 
Oct 5 at 2 at offices of Ikin, Linco!n’s inn fields 
Babb, James Henry, Swansea, Glamorgan, Tailor, Oct3 at 12 at the 
Waterloo Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester, Smith and Co, Swansea 
Bailey, Joseph Ebenezer, Newcastle-apon-Tyne, Bookseller. Oct 4 
at 12 at offices of Bond, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Baker, Francis, Cheadle, Cheshire, out of business. Oot 3 at 5 at offices 
of Reddish and Lake, Bridge st, Svockport 
Barber, John, Ulverston, Lancashire, Innkeeper. Oct 6 at 2 at the 
Lanes ae ag Hall, Ulverston, Jackson : 
Barraclough, James Thomas, Cradley Heath, Stafford, Clothier. Sept 
27 at 11 at offices of Burton, Union Birmingham 
Bingham, William Henry, Nottingham, Greengrocer, Sept 29 at 3 at 
chess of Belk, Middie pavement, Nott 
Blacklock, Luke, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Brash Manufacterer. Sept 
30 at 11 at offices of Keenlyside and Forster, St John’s chambers, 
Grainger st west, Newcastle-upen-Tyne 
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Bloxham, Charles William Milnes, Halesowen, Worcester, Surgeon. 
Oct 3 at 12 at offices of Freer and Perry, High st, Stourbridge 
Bowen, Thoms Lloyd, Liverpoo!, Tea Merchant. Oct 4 at 2 at offices 
of Morris, Harrington st, Liverpool 
Brown, Joseph, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Milliner. Oct 2 at 12 at offices 
of Strachan and Co, Grainger st ate Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Hodge 
and Harle, Newcastle-upon-' 
Buck, Francis, South Bank, York, Joiner. Oct 2 at 3 at Griffith’s 
Temperance Hotel, Linthorpe rd, Middlesborough. Bainbridge, 
Middlesborough 
Carter, Charlies, and Walter Townsend, Ohryssell rd, Cranmer rd, 
Brixton, Engineers, Sept 29 at 3 at offices of Sturt, Southwark 
chambers, Southwark st, Borough 
Clapham, James, Worsbro’ common, York, Grocer. Sept 30 at 11 at 
offices of Senior, Regent st, Barasley 
Collinge, Henry, Ashten-under-Lyne, Lancashire, Licensed Victualler. 
pose 29 at 3 at offices of Addleshaw and Warburton, King st, Man- 
chester 
Colquhoun, Murthwaite Younge, Liverpool, Cashier. Oct 13 at 3 at 
offices of Lowe, Castle st, Liverpoo! 
Coverdale, John Jackson, Workington, Camberland, Musica! Instru- 
ment Dealer. Oct 2 at 3 at the Station Hotel, Station st, Working- 
ton. Collin, Maryport 
Cuff, Jonathan Frank, Coventry, Warwick, Draper. Sept 29 at 12 at 
offices of Webb and Spencer, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Cunne}l, Alfred Benjamin, Saxmundham, Suffolk, Tailor. Sept 30 at 
11 at offices of Jackaman and Sons. Silent st, Ipswich 

Davies, John, Dowlais, Glamorgan, Grocer. Sept 29 at | at offices of 
Simons and Plews, Church st, Merthyr Tydfil 

De Horne, Abraham, Threadneedle st, Stock Broker. Oct 4 at2 at 
offices of George anc Pinder, Wool Exchange, Coleman st. Newton, 
Finsbury circus 

Elliston, Robert Ellis, Bury court, St Mary Axe, Leather Factor. Oct 
2 at 3 at offices of Wells, Paternoster row 

Endicott, Thomas Davis, Ponteanna, Glamorgan, Builder. Oct 5 at 11 
at offices of Daltons and Co, Working st, Cardiff 

Fenton, Albert, Birmingham, Electro Gilder. Oct 2 at 11 at offices of 
Simmons, Bensett’s hill, Birmingham 

Flowerday, James Edward, Bangor, Carnarvon, Schoolmaster. Oct 2 
at 3 at 2, Frisrs terrace, Bangor. Hughes, Bangor 

Fryer, James, Henry Sugden, and Harry Clough, Keighley, York, 
Wringing Machine Makers. Oct 3 at 3 at offices of Weatherhead 
and Borr, Devonshire st, Keighley 

Giles, Alfred, Lady Lake grove, Mile _ Horse Dealer. Oct 7 at 11 
at offices of Are er, Globe rd, Mile E 

Gillibrand, James, Rochd bir . Coal Merchant. Oct 4 at 3 
= the White Swan Inn, Toctunire st, “Rochdale. Jackson, Roch- 
e 

Glover, Charles Henry, Church st, Woolwich, Grocer. Sept 26 at 4 
at offices of Cogswel!, Railway approach, London bridge, Soathwark. 
Rashieigh, Borough High st, Southwark 

Goodman, Mark, Chandos st, West Strand, Tailor. Oct 2 at 3 at offices 
of Ckapran and Lee, Gresham bnildings, Basinghal] st 

Goodman, Thomas, Leeds, Potato Merchant. Oct 2 at 4 at offices of 
Malcolm, Park row, Leeds 

Hadley, William, Birmingham, Grocer. Oct 3 at 12 at offices of Buller 
and Bickley, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Haley, John, Bradford, York, Manager for a Wholesale Clothier. Oct 
oe atil at the Queen Hotel, Leeds. Lancaster and Wright, Brad- 


aie. Horace Edwin, Clifton, Bristol, Chemist. Oct 2 at 12 at offices 
of Benson and Thomas, Broad st, Bristol 

Hebden, Frank, Bradford, York, Telegraph Engineer. Oct 4 at 11 at 
offices of Lancaster and Wright, Manor row, Bradford 

Hendry, William Thomas, Wilson st, Finsbury, Engineer. Oct 11 at 2 
at the Guildhall Coffee House. Foster, Brunswick sq 

Hiley, Frederick Roger, Lincoln, Commission Agent. Oct 5 at 11 at 
ofices of Ward, Silver st, Lincoin 

Hill, John, Easington lane, Durham, Grocer. Oct 4 at 3 at offices of 
Bell, Lambton st, Sunderland 

Horner, frederick, Manchester, Builder. Oct 2 at 3 at offices of Horner, 
Clarence st, Manchester 

Houlden, Joseph, Horsforth, nr Leeds, Farmer. Oct 2 at 3 at offices of 

- Teale and Appleton, Trinity st 

Hunt, George Warwick, Hove, Bussex, owe, Sept 30 at 11 at the 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. righvon 

Hunt, Jonas, Hyson green, Nottingham, side Winder. Sept 29 at 12 
at offices of Belk, Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Hutchinson, pn Joeeph William, esingioe, Clock Manufacturer. 
Oct 2 at 11 et offices of Harvard, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

lon, Joseph, Bradford, York, Boot Maker. Sept 28 at 4 at offices of 
Atkinson, Tyrrell st, Bradford « 

John, William, Trealaw, ur Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Grocer. Oct 2 at 
1 at offices of Beddoes, Aberdare 

Johnson, William George, Talfourd rd, Camberwell, Commission Agent. 

Kennington park rd. Davie, New inn 


Oct 3 at 11 at offices 
Joseph, Joseph Aaron, New Broad Oct 3 at 3 at offices of 
Lamiey and Lumley, Oid Jewry ae 
-. Willism, Brighton, Sussex, out of business. Oct 4 at 3 at offices 
Goodman, Prince Albert st, Brighton 
Enight, George, Goldcliff, Monmouth, Farmer, Sept 30 at 11 at offices 
of Graham, Commercial st, Newport 
Levett, Benjamin, Barton Mills, Suffolk, . yg Oct Sat 12 at the 
Guildhall, Bary st, Ed@unds. Sparke and 
Lioyd, Thomas » Daye Worcester, ee of Works, Oct 2 at 
li at offices of Lowe, W st, Do diey 
Long, George, Cinderford, Gloucester, Printer. Sept 20 at 12 at offices 
of Haines, St Joha’slane, Gloucester. Br 
Longbottom, Isaac, Halifax, York, Batcher. Oct 3 at 3 at the White 
Lion Hotel, Bilver sty Halifsx. Boocock, Halifax 
st, Kestauraat Keeper. Sept 27 at lI 


vay Tananeper Oct 3 at 12 at offices 
enn: * opt af wt 2 at oftees of 
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Moore, Abraham, Birmingham, Factor. Oct 2 at 12 at ten of 
Ladbury, Newhall st, Birmingham 

Morris, Edward, Salford, Lancashire, Cheese Factor. Oct 2 at Sat : 
— of Barling and Blades, Town Hall buildings, King st, ty Manche 


Mould, Walter, New Carlton, Kent, out of business. Sept 20 at lig 
offices of Whale, William st, Woolwich 

Muschamp, John ‘Thomas, Boston, Lincoln, Hosier. Oct 3 at ll x 
offices of Snaith, Boston . 

Myerscough, Richard, Southport, Lancashire, Builder. Oct 4 at ¢ 
at offices of Evans and Lockett, Commerce chambers, Lord st, Lint 


pool 

Nerbury, George, Birmingham, Grocer. Sept 28 at 12 at offices of 

Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Oldfield, Charles, Haddon, Hantingdon, Farmer. Sept 29 at at the 

Globe Hotel, King’s Lynn. Deacon and Wilkins, Peterborough 

Owen, Thomas, Bangor, Carnarvon, Licensed Victualler. S2pt 29 at § 

at offices of Jones and Xoberts, High st, Bangor 

Partingten, John Farmer, Worceyer, Saddle Maker. Sept 28 at 12 

at offices of Parr, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Pateson, Robert, Preston, Lancashire, Photographer. Oct 2 at 3 at 

offices of Forshaw, Cannon st, Preston 

Pigg, Jane, Tynemouth. Northumberland. Oct 4 at 2 at offices of 

Winter, Westgate rd, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Tinley and Co, North 

Shields 

—_ banned chest Stafford, Grocer. Sept 30 at 1 at offices of Redfern, 

Edw: Leek 

a... Henry, Birmingham, out of business. Sept 29 at 3 at the Hor 

and Trumpet Inn, Angel st, Worcester. Fallows, Birmingham 

Rand, Isaac, Hadleigh, Suffolk, Fishmonger, Oct 7 at 12 at offices of 
Pollard, St Lawrence st, Ipswich 

Rorke, Samuel, C#eltenham, Gloucester, Hotel Keeper. Oct 7 at Il at 
offices of Hemming, Exeter House, Grosvenor st, Cheltenham 

Sanders, Lewis Harrison, Talbot rd, Westbourne park, Tutor. Sept 2% 

at 4 at Ridler’s Hotel, Holborn. Yorke, Marylebone rd 

Serjeant, Matthew, Bristol, Commercial Travailer. Oct 2 at 12 at office 
of Milne and Co, Albion chambers, Bristol 

Sichel, Sylvester Emil, and John Groves, Bradford, York, Stuff Mer. 
chants. Sept 30 at 11,30 at offices of Wood and Killick, Commercial 
Bank buildings, Bradford 

Smalley, Aaron, Liverpool, Haberdasher. Oct 2 at 3 at 8, York st, 
Manchester. "Lupton, Liverpo> 

Smith, Mary, Blackburn, Lancashire, Draper. Oct 2 at 11 at offices of 
Darley, Lord st west, Blackburn 

Stansfield, William, T a L 
at the White Hart | Hotel, Todmorden. Eastwood, Todmorden 

Stoneystreet, Thomas, Burton-on- Trent, Stafford, Fruiterer. Sspt 30 
at 11 at the Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton-on-Trent, Wilsoa, 
Burton-on-Trent 

Stretton, Edgar, Metropolitan Meat Market, Meat Salesman’s Assist- 
ant. Sept 29at 2 at offices of Layton and Co, Budge row, Cannons 

Wagnell, Arthur, Bridge rd west, Battersea, Aosier. Sept 29 at 3at 
offices of Faithfall and Owen, Westminster chambers, Victoria st 

Walton, William, Walsail, Stafford, Lock Maaufacturer. Oct 4 at lial 
offices of Duignan and Co, The Bridge, Walsall 

Wightman, Andrew, Walsall, Stafford, Draper. Oct5 at 12 at offices 
of Duignan and Co, Exchange buildings, Birmingham 

Wightwick, John, Leeds, Tailor. Supt 28 at 11 at oifices of Hewson, 
East parade, Leed 

Williams, Grifith, Liandegai, Carnarvon, Quarryman. Sept 29 at 2 a 

offices of Jones and Roberts, High st, Bangor 

Williams, William Maurice, Malden rd, Kentish town, Tobacconist, 
Sept 29 at 1 at offices of Barkeley, Marylebone rd 

‘Woodmass, Joseph, Hexham, Northumberland, Grocer. Oct 5 at 1 & 
offices of Bird, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Praoddah, Hexham 

Worrall, Edward, Strand, Dining Room Keeper, Sept 29 at 3 at 
offices of White, Lancaster place, Wellington st, Strand. Davis, 
Arundel st, Strand 

Yapp, Elizabeth, and Henry Yapp, Weobley, Hereford, Druggists. Ocb 
2 at 4 at the Green Dragon Hotel, Hereford. Andrews, Leominster 

Yates, William, Nottingham, Grocer. Oct 2 at 12 at offices of Acton, 
Victoria st, Nottingham 


hire, Boot Dealer. Oct 2 at ll 
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HAMPSHIRE, NEAR BISHOPS WALTHAM. 
Sound Landed Investment.—Freehold Estate, with possession, kaowa 
as Dur re ened Farm, 567a. 3r. 16p,, in the parishes of Durleg a 
Bishops Waltham, three miles from Botley Staton, be = 
pope rey There is a residence, the remaina 
capable of renovation, on an attractive site, The soil | is pty vi 
quality, much ofit being a rich sandy loam, with subsoil of 
and clay, and is divided isto convenient inclosures, many fields having 
been thrown together, wide spreading h:dges removed, parts of the 
pasture land irrigated, mach of it carefully drained. About 3i7 
acres are arable, ninety acres meadow and pasture, and 190 acres 
wood, the whole undulating, and lying in a ring fence, capable of de 
velopment as a residental estate, offering a very first-class site for * 
mansion or for numerous villas. — roads and convenient er 
to ali parts of the estate. Itis in hand (with the exception of 
few small tenancies). There are several usefal cottages and 
tal homesteads. Belts of underwood and are the 

property on almost all sides, making it essentially 
a underwood of fair growth, which will be SOLD « "AU 


R. BEAL (in conjunction with Messrs. TRENCH 
eves), at ths MART, Tehoahowse-yerd, £0, @ 

WEOMRSDAY OCTOBER 16, at TWO precisely, in One Lot. 
Partioulars smiay be had had at the 0 Marks of 
& MURR Land Agents, 21, Whitebale 

lace, 8.W. ; nd of ofthe Bolles 
POTTER , Moz 

Messrs, CHESTER, MORQUHART. Ba: Mavaew, & HOLDEM, tly 


war. W. PEN 
Mours, W PENKIKS & OANDY, Southampten 5 
24, Lincoln’s-tnn-flelds ; 
and, witk j permit te vw, from the Auctioneer, 20, Regont-strdtly 








Ww ie eon 





